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CHAPTER I 
STATmENT OF THE PROBLEMa THE PURPOSE 
The purpose of this thesis is to compare the problems of insti tution-
alized children wi th the problEms of non-institutionalized children. I n this 
thesis, institutionalized children have been defined as children of broken 
hanes. They are children who have been separated from their natural parents 
because of divorce, separation or desertion. Non-institutionalized children 
have been defined as children who are living with their natural parents in a 
usual home atmosphere. 
In the population of the United states, there are less than 60,000 true 
orphans. A true orphan is a child who has lost both parents through death. 
However, there are 262,000 children in foster care. Of these, 175,000 are in 
foster family hanes; 87,000 children are ih ~~hild-caring institutioas. (23) 
These child-caring institutions are sometimes called, "orphan asylums, tI or 
simply, "orphanages. n But the facts are that they contain very few orphans. 
The major! ty of children they house, are children of broken homes. 
Experience and research indicate that a child of a broken home who is 
placed in an institution, may have difficulty in developing a healthy person-
ality. A child needs the companionship of affectionate parents. He needs 
the experiences of home life that enable him to learn how to live in a modern 
society. (6) 
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By being provided wi. th protection, food and clothing, the child is 
given a feellnff of security. He feels loved because of the gifts that he 
receives from his parents. A child views his parents as the all-knowing 
~vers of infonnation who explain his world and om.ni.potent~ protect him in 
this world. Parents oontrol the child's life, direct his behavior, and 
emphasi~e ideals of conduct in individual and group living. (6) 
The concepts that a child has of his parents will in large part deter-
mine ltlat his notions of human beings as a whole, will be like. Whether a 
child directs his love toward other persons or withholds his love, will 
depend most~ on the infant and childhood concept he has of his parents. (6) 
The ooncept that a child has ot himself is most crucial~ demonstrated 
to him by the love, attention, protection and compamonship with which the 
parents provide him. Parents must make positive expressiOns of their feel-
ings if the,f expect their ohild to have the neoes8&r,Y degree of self-esteem. 
(6) 
In maqy cases of children of broken homes, such positive relationships 
with parents have been effeoted. However, the ooncept of the mother and the 
father was altered by pre-separation strife. The ohild beoame insecure by 
the threat of removal from the home. Love relationships with human beings 
no longer appeared stable. The child may have set up his defenses for 
insecuriv by aoting out to gain the attention of his parents. On the other 
hand, the m.other may have attempted to lavish gifts on the child and make 
him the total object of her affection. This makes it difficult to break 
away when the home is disrupted and also g:l. ves the child an unrealistic 
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concept of self-worth. (6) 
The child of the broken home teels different trom other children. He 
has a rejected spin t that penneates his personality. Separation from his 
parents has seriously atfected the concept he has of himself and the concept 
he has of others. (6) I n order to make a reasonable adjustment to insti tu-
tional life, such a child needs understanding, friends, vocational training 
and wholesome recreation. (24) 
I n the United states, the nuns of the Ursuline Convent in New Orleans 
were the first to undertake the care of dependent children. An Indian 
massacre in 1129 resulted in many orphaned children, and the Ursuline Sisters 
cared for them. (8) Since that historical event, private organizations as 
well as the govermnent have provided institutions to care for dependent 
children. The present trend in education is to place dependent children in 
foster family homes as soon as possible after their home has been broken. 
But there will always be a need for insti ~utions to care for dependent 
children. ., . 
There are a large number of children under institutional care. The 
majority of these children had established positive relationships with their 
parents before their home life was disrupted by divorce, separation or deser-
tion. This experience would tend to introduce certain unique problems into 
their lives. It is the ~1 of this thesis to survey the problems of insti-
tutionalized children. But it is impossible to delineate the particular 
problems ot institutionalized children unless their problems are contrasted 
with the problems of children who live in a normal home atmosphere. 
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The purpose of this thesis, then, is to compare the problems of insti-
tutionalized children with those of non-institutionalized children. The 
study should contribute to a better understanding of the problems of institu-
tionalized children and also offer practical solutions. The problems con-
fronted by children living a normal hane life, will be designated. The 
problems that the institutionalized and the non-institutionalized children 
have in common, "Will also be presented. 
CHAPTER II 
REVIEW OF THE LITERA TORE 
There are very few studies devoted wholly to an investigation similar 
in scope to the present one. Aurelius Abbatiello in a master's thesis, com-
pared the frustration patterns of orphans and non-orphans. His purpose was 
to determine whether or not there were any significant differences between 
an orphan group of children and non-orphan group of children as reflected in 
the type and amount of frustration and aggression shown by the Rosenzweig 
Picture-Frustration Test. The group consisted of pre-school children. It 
------_ ...... _- . 
was tentatively concluded that no significant difference exists in the 
frustration pattern of an orphan and a. non-orphan. (1) A limitation in this 
investigation is the fact that pre-school children do not give sufficient 
responsiveness. Another consideration in e!aluatlng the results of" the above 
experiment is the difficulty in measuring even the good responses on the 
Rosenzwei~ Picture-Frustration ~. 
Charles :t-l cIntyre devoted part of his thesis to comparing the problems 
of children fran broken homes with children who a.re not from broken homes. 
Children of broken homes vere those who were not 11 ving with their natural 
parents. However, the,y were not under institutional care. The sample con-
sisted of 407 high school students of an average city. The result of his 
study indicated that the mean number of problems in the area of Bome and 
FamilJr for the 8, students from broken homes was 2.8 and for the students 
5 
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fram intact homes, 1.9. This represents a difference of means significant 
at the .05 level of confidence. Therefore, he was able to confirm his 
hypothesis that children of broken homes would have more problems in the 
area ot Hane and Fam1~ than the children trom intact hanes. (12) It should 
be noted that in the McInt1l"e study the children of broken homes were not 
institutionalized and thus the results could not be applied to institut1.on-
alized children of broken homes. 
In the preceding investigation, Charles McInt,.-re used the Moon!l Problem 
9heck ~ to make his comparative stud,.. (12) The wri tar of the present 
thesis intends to utilize the same ilVJtrument to compare the problems of 
insti tutionalized children with the problems ot non-institutionalized child-
rene 
The Check.!!!! is composed of short phrases that represent common 
problems of students. Students use the list by marking the problems that 
are of particular concern to them. (16) T:be problems are cate~rized in 
• 
areas like school, personality and physique"but the categOrization is not 
""'ea1ed to the students. Present~, there is a special form of the Check 
u..st for adults, college studem:.s, high school pupils and junior high school 
-
stUdents. It is the latter form that will be used in the present investiga-
tion. 
The first study of the Check List reported in the literature was 
-
Charles J. Marsh's study, "The Worries of College Women." (ll) He used an 
experimental mimeographed form of the Problem Check.!!!!. Be gave the Check 
List to 370 college girls during the academic year, 1938-39 and 1939-40. The 
category of personality problems recEd:ved the highest number of checks; 
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academic and social problems ranked next, and in that order. 
In 1940 Ross L. Mooney ~ve impetus to the study of youth problems by 
devising the Moonq Probl_ Check.!:!:.!!. (14) Dr. Mooney's work was under-
taken at Ohio State University. The function of the list was to help the 
student in the expression of his probl_s. Mooney's research led him to 
investigate 5,000 items gleaned from the free writing of four thousand stu-
dents. The selection of the subject matter for the experimental edition was 
concerned primar1~ wi th simplicity of expression. Simple phrases in the 
language of the student lrIere used. These vere sifted and tried out in exper-
!mental editions and then revised. The present edition of the Mooney Problem 
Check u.st, high school form, vas copyrighted in 1941. (18) 
-"""'--
In selecting and phrasing the i terns for the junior high. school form, the 
ages thirteen to fifteen vere kept particular~ in mind. Additional free-
response data vere secured from Lakewood Junior High School pupils as a 
partial check. The _Ch_8C_k !!!! was gt ven t..o about 100 pupils in each of three 
• junior high schools in Lakewood, Ohio during"April, 1941. These pupils vere 
selected by grade, sex and Ichool all representative of all pupils in the 
Lakewood junior high schools. '!'he range in number of problems marked ran 
from one to one hundred and sixty-six. The areas vhich had the highest 
percentage of frequency vere: Future Vocation and EducationJ Social and 
Recreational Activities; and School Problems. "Home and Fam1~11 problems 
were the last in the order of frequency. It was obvious that the students 
were willing to mark their problems; however, the best procedure seemed to 
tell the subjects that they did not have to ident11)' themselves. (2) 
B 
The usefulness of the Probl_ Check ~ approaoh lies in its economy 
for appraising the major concerns of a group and for bringing into the open 
the problems ot each student in the gPoup. The Check List may be utilized tor 
-
the following reasons (14)a to facilitate counseling interviews; to make 
group surveys leading to a plan for individualized action; to increase 
teacher understanding in regular class-room teaching; and to conduct research 
on the problems of youth. Some examples of the value of the various forms of 
the Check Usts will now be presented. 
Ross L. Mooney used the Problem .;.Ch;,;.;e ... c-.k .!!!!, college form, to detect the 
personal problems of fresbmen girls in a certain college. (17) He gave the 
Check ~ to 111 girls li'V'1ng in dormitories. He indicated the number, type 
and seriOUSMss of the problems which the students presented and showed the 
implications of the results for the organization of a personnel program in 
the dormitories. 
In a doctoral dissertation, Sister Mar~ret Burke evaluated the counsel-
• 
ing and guidance services in seven Liberal Arts colleges for WCIIlen. (3) She 
found the Moon!l Problem Check.!!.!! to be very practical in learning of the 
predaninant problems of college w.en. 
Ross L. Mooney administered the .;.Ch;,;.;eo~k ~, high school torm, to 425 
bo;ys and girls who vere seniors in high school and who represented five dif- . 
ferent camnunities. (15) His study indicated that the Check List can give a 
----- . 
picture of the problem world of a youth in a given community and can show 
differences in the problem pattern or cCllmlUDities. The Check List can also ';';';';...;.;.0. _ 
indicate the prevalent problems in a given community. This investigation is 
encouraging because it is hoped that the Moon!l Problem Check ~ in the 
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present thesis will :reflect differences in the institutional CClnmuni t1' as 
compared to the non-institutional communi~. 
C. B. Sm.i th used the Check List to study differences between students 
-
dropping out of high school and those who remained to complete their four 
year course. (22) His study gives area results and data on leading i terns and 
shows how a knowledge of the personal problans of individual students could 
help school authorities to cooperate in the adjustment of pupils and enable 
them to remain in school and tinish their education. 
Mother Rosemary Moody made a survey ot the problelns ot girls in Catholic 
high schools. (13) From the number and type of problems retlected on the 
:M oon,eY Problem Cheek ~, she concluded there was a need to enrich and 
enhance the guidance programs in all the hi gh schools. 
The MOOner Problem Check ..!!..!!, junior hit?b school form, was administered 
by IfaJTT Young to 1,220 seYenth and eighth graders from eight elementa17 
schools. The subjeots were selected so tha,~ they represented different com-
munities in Pittsburg, Permsylvania. He was "able to show differences accord-
ing to cOl'lllll1lll:i ty, nomal age versus over-age, leyel of intelligenee and ethnic 
background. On the basis of his findings, he was able to make recommendations 
for procedures in curriculum building which would enable the students to find 
help towards the solution of their probl.as within the educational program 
itself. (26) 
I t is the opinion of lora A. Congdon (4) that the Mooney Problem Check 
List cannot be assessed with regard to the usual concepts of nlld1 ty and 
-
reliability beoause the list was not designed to produce scores and no norma-
tive or correlational data are supplied. Mooney himself admits that the 
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nature of the Check.!!!! makes it impossible to arriye at a definite conclu-
sion about its validity. (12) Charles McIntyre admits the difficulty in 
appraising the validity of the Check ~ but sets up three criteria as 
measures of' its validi tyl the students must be able to recognize their own 
problems; they must be able to find their problems on the list; and the stu-
dents must be willing to record their problems. (12) Tbis study assumes that 
if the three conditions are met, it should be possible to predict the relative 
number ot problems in particular areas of the Gheek ~ for various groups. 
Hence, the following hypotheses were tomulateda the less intelligent stu-
dents would. have more problema than the more intelligent in the area of 
"Adjustment of' School WorlCJ It seniors would haye more problems than those in 
the lower grades in the area of "Futures Vocational and Educational;" students 
frc:xn broken hames would have more problems than those tram intact hanes in 
the area of "Bome and Family,· bOfE would baTe more problems tban glrls in the 
area ot "Adjustment to School Work;" boys w9Uld bave more problems than g1rls 
in the area ot "Futures Vocational and Bduoa:~ionaIJ" Negroes would bave more 
problems tban Whites in the area of "Finance, Uving Conditions and Employ-
ment; .. g1rls would have more problems than boys in the area ot "CourtShip, 
Sex and Marriage." 
The sample consisted of 407 hi gh school students in grades ten to twelve 
incluei ve. The school was the onl1' public high school in a hi ghly industrial 
city ot 60,000. The city population was highly heterogeneous in terms of 
raoe, religion and national origins and this heterogeneity was retlected in 
the school population. 
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The first and seoond ~otheses were oonfirmed with the mean number of 
problems beyond the .01 level of confidence. The third, fourth, fifth and 
sixth lVPOtheses were also confirmed. The difference between means was si gnif-
icant at the .0, level of confidence. The seventh bJpothesis was not con-
fimed. It was concluded that the findings represented real evidence for the 
validi ty of the Check ttst because the essential test for validi t,. was ade-
-"""- -
quate:Qr met, name:Qr, that the students were able to recognize their problems, 
find their problems on the Check .!i!.!!. and record them. (12) 
Although the Mcl ntyre study on the val1di t,. of the Check List bas a 
certain value for the high school fom, the results cannot be applied to other 
forms of the Moonq Problem Oheck~. Bis study on the, validity of the 
high school form of the Mooll!l Problem Check!!.!!. is an encouraging step in 
the right direction. However, a more detailed and scientific approach to the 
problem of validi ty on the Check ttst is necessary if the results are to be 
---
accepted with confidence. 
• 
The reliability of the Moonez Problem Cleek ~ was investigated by 
Leonard Gordon. (7) Be administered the college form of the Cheek!!!! to 
116 subjects and repeated the administration after an interval of nine days. 
An independent statement of problem changes for this period was obtained trOlll 
the subjects. A total of 46 problem changes were indicated by 3, of the sub-
jects. An examination of corresponding changes in items marked from one 
adm,inistration of the _Ch_ec ___ k !!!!: to the other, indicates that the Check ~ 
is highlJr sensitive in reflecting those problem changes indicated by the 
independent measure. The problem itself was indicated on the Check ~ 
97.8 per cent of the time, the direction of the change being reflected 82.6 
12 
per cent of the time. A correlation coefficient of .93 was indicated. 
The Check ~ was repea.ted frClll one to ten weeks after a first admin-
istration to four educational groups. The rank order of the eleven problem 
areas in the college form remained virtualq the same from one administration 
to the other for each of the groups. The rank order oorrelation coefficients 
varied from .. 90 to .98. (14 ) 
The reliability coefficients for the college form of the Check ~ 
may not be analogously applied to the high school and junior high school forms. 
Individual reliability studies must be presented for the various forms of the 
Check List. Furthermore, the average high school student is not as sensitive 
................... -
and intelligent as the average oollege student. Therefore, reliability 
coefficients for the high school and junior high school fom of the _Che--.,c_k ~ 
should tend to be lower than the above studies on reliability indicate. It 
will be necessary in the current investigation to run a certain nwnber of 
reliability tests for the junior high schoo~ form of the Check~. The 
results of such a reliability study' will be meaningful in interpreting the 
data with which this thesis is concerned .. 
In summary, various studies indioate that the Moonez Problem Check ~ 
was valuable in detecting the personal problems ot individuals. This knowledge 
was used to evaluate counseling and guidance services in certain institutions, 
to show differences in the problem pattern ot communities, to express differ-
ences between students dropping out of high school and those who remain to 
complete their four year course, and ls.st4r, to build a new school curriculum. 
The conclusion is that the Mooney Problem ~ ~ could be profitabq used 
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to compare the problems of institutionalized children with the problems of 
non-institutionalized children. 
The difficulty in assessing the concepts of reliability and validity for 
the Mooney Problem Check!:!.!.! is not an insurmountable one. The subjects for 
the reliability and validi. ty studies cited are not junior high school students. 
However, the results of the above studies should reflect the confidence that 
may be placed in the reliability and validity of the junior high school fom 
of the Check f:!:.!!. For further evidence of reliability, the junior high 
school form will be administered a second time to a group of the insti tution-
al1zed children. 
CHAPTER III 
DESIGN OF THE EXPERIMENT 
The following procedure wi 11 be observed in this experimentl First, a 
group of institutionalized children and a group of non-institutionalized 
children must be located; Second~ I a sample of sixty children from each group 
must be equated for ~ade, age, sex and intelligence; Third~, the Mool'!l 
Problem Check ~, junior high school form, will be administered to the 
sample of institutionalized children and the sample of non-institutionalized 
children to determine a~ significant differences in problems or problem 
areas; Fourthly, the Check ~ will be administered a second time to sixteen 
of the institutionalized children in order to determine a reliability coeffi-
cient that may be predicated of the entire sample. 
The group of institutionalized children -were chosen from a largQ Catholic 
-, -
orphanage and three smaller non-Catholic institutions. All the institutions 
were located on the Worth-side of Chicago. or the 161 children in the seTenth 
and eighth grades at the Catholic orphanage, only 28 percent were institution-
alized because of death in the family or because of illegitimacy. Of the 40 
children in the seventh and eighth grades at the non-Catholic institutions, 
only 11 percent had been placed because of death in the family. It is evident 
that the major! ty of institutionalized children are products of homes that 
have been disrupted by divorce, separation, desertion, intemperance and mental 
1$ 
disease. It is safe to assume this is a representative group of institution-
ali zed children from which an adequate sample of sixty children may be drawn. 
The sample only contained children of broken homes. 
The sample of sixty non-institutionalized children were chosen from. a 
group of seventh and eighth graders of a parochial school on the North-side 
of Chicago. All the children were actually 11 ring wi th their natural parents 
in a nonnal home atmosphere. 
The ~ Group Intelligence ~, ~ ~ was administered to the 
sample of institutionalized ohildren and to the sample of non-institution-
alized children. USing the matched pairs technique, the experimenter equated 
the two samples for sex, grade, age and intelligence. The closeness of the 
matching is presented in Table I and Table II. 
TABLE I 
MlTCID:1G OF IISTITUTlORAUZED AND NON-INSTITUnOIA.UZED 
CHILDREN FOR I~EWGENCE 
., 
Insti tutional Non-I nat! tut. Dift. of Ave. 
Mean IQ S.D. Mean IQ S.D. Means Dift. 
7th boys 107 $.69 108 6.12 .463 1.93 pts. 
I, 1$ 
7th girls 100 6.16 102 5.46 • 943 4.73 pta • 
I, 15 
8th boys 106 6.04 107 $.00 .497 1.66 pta. 
I, 1$ 
8th girls 103 4.01 lei 3.9.3 • 694 1.46 pte • 
I, 15 
7th boys 
N, 15 
7th girls 
N, 15 
8th boys 
N, 15 
8th girla 
W, 15 
16 
TABLE II 
MATCHING OF INSTITtJTIOIlUZED AND NON-INSTITUTIONlLrZED 
cm WREN FOR AGE 
Insti tu ti ona1 Non-Institut. Diff. ot Ave. 
Mean Age S.D. Mean Age S.D. Means Dift. 
13-0 4.18 13-0 4.54 .000 1.33 mo. 
12-11 4.42 12-10 2.54 .763 4.80 mo. 
13-10 3.41 13-9 3.36 .821 2.20 mo. 
13-10 2.91 13-9 3.05 .918 1.33 mo. 
The construction ot the Mooney Problem Check!!!! has already been 
described in Chapter II. The junior high school form of the .. Ch ... e ... c.;.;k ~ con-
" 
sists of 210 items in seven areas of prob1em~. There are 30 problems in each 
ot the following areas. 
HPD Health and Physical Development 
S School 
HlP Home and Family 
MWF MoIle)", Work, the Future 
BO Boy and Girl Relations 
PO Relations to People in General 
SC Self-Centered Concerns1 
I Areas will henceforth be abbreviated by using capital letters indicated 
above. 
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The nature of the construction of the Check Id.st enables the institu-
----
tionallzed children and the non-institutionalized children to be compared on 
three levels, namely, the level of total problems, specific areas and particu-
lar items. 
Preliminary Instructions 
The children were informed that the Problem Check!!:!.! was not really a 
test. The,. were told how the _Ch_e...;.c_k .!i!.!!. had originated. The experimenter 
expressed his interest in administering the Check.!:!.!!: to a cross section of 
seventh and eighth graders on the North-side of Chicago. He reminded the 
subjects that ever,-one had problems although the problems might vary in number 
and kind. The most important thing was that the children were very honest 
and sincere in marking their problems on the Check~. The experimenter 
mentioned the hope of a better understanding of junior high school problems 
as a result of the Check Lists and he encouraged the students to make a 
genuine contribution to this under8tanding.~ There was no need for anyone to 
" 
become alarmed. The _Ch .... e .... c... k .!!!! would not be~ a public revelation. The 
children were specifically instru.cted to ami t the signing of their names and 
were assured that their responses would be confidential. The subjects were 
asked to fill in the date of their birth, their sex and grade. This was suf-
ficient information to make the necessary identification of the students. 
The administrator of the Moon!}, Problem Check ~ gave the above 
in.stru.ctions to both the institutionalized children and the non-institution-
al1zed children. lei ther group were informed that a comparative study was 
being made. After the preliminary instructions were given, the subjects were 
asked to read the specific directions contained on the first page of the 
Check JJ.st. 
-
Directions 
This is a list of some of the problems of boys and girls. 
You are to pick out the problems which are troubling you. 
Read the list slowly, and as you come to a problem which 
is troubling you, draw a line under it. For example, if 
you are often bothered by headaches, you would draw a 
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line under the first item, like this, "1. Often have head-
aches. tt When you bave finished reading through the Whole 
Ust and marking the problems which are troubling you, 
please answer the questions on Page S. (2) 
There were three summarizing questions on the last page. The first 
asked them. to indicate what problems were troubling them most. The second and 
third summarizing questions asked for a "Yes It or "No" indication of whether 
they would 11ke to spend. more time in school in trying to do something about 
some of their problems and whether they would like to talk to someone about 
their probl_s. 
To determine whether there were an, significant differences between the 
problems of institutionalized children and j,he problems of non-i nati tution-
alized children, it was decided to use the cM-square test of significance. 
Siegel remarks, ~en the data of research consist ot frequencies in discrete 
categories, the chi-square test may be used to determine the significance of 
differences between two independent groups." (21, p. 104) The chi -square test 
of significant differences was chosen because the sample of institutionalized 
children and the sample of non-institutionalized children represent two inde-
pendent groups and because the "soores" on the ~ooney Problem Check ~ are 
frequencies in discrete categories. 
According to Lewis and Burke, (9) the two most basic requirements in any 
application of the chi-square test are the independence among the separate 
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items and theoretical frequencies of reasonable size. The ~othesis of 
independence must be assumed in the correct use of chi-square. (23) Strictly 
speaking, there should be no correlation between any of the items or measures 
under consideration. The categories for frequency data should be established 
on the basis of completely external criteria and should be set up independ-
ently of the particular problem under study. (9) The second requirement for 
the use of chi-square demands that I must be reasonably large. Yuke and 
Kendall (9, p. 487) state. 
In the first place, N must be reasonably large. 1 t is 
difficult to say exactly what constitutes largeness but 
as an arbitrary figure we may say that I should be at 
least 50, however few the number of cells. No theoretical 
cell frequency should be small. Here again it is hard to 
say what constit'ates smallness, but 5 should be regarded 
as the very m.inimum, and 10 is better. 
Cramer (9, p. 487) firmq recommends a minimal value of 10 and says that the 
chi-square test should not be applied if the theoretical frequencies are not 
greater than 10. 
On the Mooney Probl_ Check !:!.!!, juni6r high school form, there is 
some degree of correlation among certain itema and even among the seven 
areas. Therefore, significant differences as determined by the chi-square 
test, for both areas and items wi thin the areas, must be interpreted in a 
modified way. However, the second prerequisite for the application of the 
chi-square test has been adequately met. The conclusion is that the chi-
square technique 1s the most meaningful statistic to determine significant 
differences between the problems of the two samples in spite of the modified 
way in which the results can be interpreted. 
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The final step in the design of the experiment was to administer the 
Moo~ Problem Check ~ a second time to sixteen of the children fram the 
Catholic orphanage. Their mean IO and mean age were approximately the same 
as the mean IQ and mean age for the entire sample. Since the focus was on 
the institutionalized children, it did not seem necessary to make a rel1abil-
ity study on the non-institutionalized children. Because the majority of 
insti tutionalized children were chosen from the Catholic orphanage --- only 
22 children from the non-Catholic institutions were acceptable for the 
study --- no reliability study was made on the children from the non-Catholic 
institutions. The second administration of the Check List occurred within a 
two week interval of the first administration. The reliability coefficient 
was .93 according to the Pearson product moment method of correlation. The 
coefficient of correlation was obtained by finding the mean number of prob-
1ems for each administration of the test. The deviation from the mean was 
divided by the standard deviation, and the;products from each administration 
., 
were multiplied. The sum of products for t~e 16 subjects gave a correlation 
of .93. (23) The results of the reliability study are presented in Table 
nI. 
7th bors 
N, 4 
7th girls 
N, 4 
8th bors 
N, 4 
8th girls 
N, 4 
Total, N, 16 
TABLE III 
TEST-RETEST RELIABItrTr STUDY OF SIXTEEN SUBJECTS 
FROM THE CATHOLIC INSTITUTION 
Administrations 
First Seoond Same - ~ Dift. 
237 175 116 -49% 59 
181 147 98 - 54% 49 
267 253 184 - 69% 69 
225 166 121 
- 54% 45 
910 741 519 - 57% 222 
21 
- % 
-
21% 
-
27% 
-
26% 
-
20% 
-
24% 
Table III indioates a oonsistent decrease 1n the number of problems 
marked upon the seoond administration of the. -Check~. The students sean 
to be able to delinea.te their problems more sharply after they have reflected 
on them during the first administration. It could be theorized that the 
decrease in problems is not one of quality but rather of quantity. 
The reliability coefficient of .93 that was obtained above, is as high 
as the results of Leonard Gordon's investigation for college students. (7) 
Such a coefficient gives assurance that the test results of the institution-
alized children from the Catholic orphanage, are acceptable. It is assumed 
that the Check Lists of the institutionalized children from the non-Catholic 
institutions and the Check Lists of the non-institutionalized ohildren, are 
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as reliable as those of the children from the Catholic orphanage. 
CHAPTER IV 
ANAIXSIS OF RESULTS 
The number of problems that were marked on the MoonS[ Problem ~ ~ 
by the institutionalized and the non-institutionalized children, are indi-
cated in Table IV and V. 
Area 
S 
SC 
PO 
MWF 
Bl 
HPD 
SF 
TOTAL 
TABLE IV 
RANK ORDER OF AREAS FOR INS'l'ITUTIONAUZED CHIlDREN 
AND PER CENT OF TOTAL PROBWtS IN FACH ARFA 
7 boys 7 girls 8 boys 8 girls Area total Rank 
126 133 139 190 588 1 
142 125 134 173 514 2 
121 95 97 172 491 3 
101 97 115 138 451 4 
89 77 68 120 354 5 
68 82 18 81 315 6 
....a 69 ~ 82 259 1 
-
106 678 686 962 3,032 
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Per Cent 
19.39 
18.93 
'. 16.19 
14.81 
11.67 
10.39 
8.54 
Area 7 bays 
S 146 
SC 139 
PO 121 
It>lJ.I' 138 
BG 106 
BF 116 
HPD 81 
TOTAL 847 
TABLE V 
RANK ORDER OF AREAS FOR NON-INSTITUTIONALIZED CHIWREN 
AND PER CENT OF TOTAL PROBLEMS IN EACH AREA 
7 girls 8 boys 8 girls Area total Rank Per Cent 
121 85 80 432 1 18.06 
124 59 72 394 2 16.47 
123 36 87 367 3 15.35 
67 74 46 325 4 13.63 
83 70 63 322 5 13.54 
99 39 49 303 6 12.66 
87 39 42 249 7 10.41 
- - -
704 402 439 2,392 
The rank order of probl. areas for both samples is approrlma te~ the 
same. Y.a~ of the problems in the area of Hf pertain to immediate tami~ 
relationships, and could o~ be existent in a home atmosphere. Furthermore, 
parents are generally able to give more attention to the health of their 
children and insure an adequate physioal development. Thus, there may be 
sane explanation for the inversion of the rank order of the HPD and HF areas 
in the sample of non-institutionalized children. 
Table IV indicates more problems in every area for the eighth grade 
girls when th~ are canpared with the other groups in the sample of insti-
tutionalized children. It might be bTPothesized that eighth grade girls in 
general have more problems than other groups; but there is contrary evidence 
in Table V. Another supposition is that the eighth grade girls of institu-
tiona are more willing to reveal their problems than other groups. However, 
the responses to the summary question whether or not the children would like 
to talk to someone about their problems, gives no evidence for this supposi-
tion. The number of girls who answered, "Yes" to the summary question was 
a.bout the same for every group of girls in both samples. I t may be concluded 
that the eighth grade girls who live in institutions simply have more prob-
lems. 
Table V reveals a sharp decrease in the problems of the eighth graders 
for the sample ot non-institutionalized children. The reduction of problems 
in the area of Sand MWF may be attributed to the fact that, at the time the 
test was taken, most of the children in the eighth grade had been accepted 
into high school. Since eighth graders are seniors in their respective 
schools, they should bave more self-confidence and be more secure in social 
situations. This should result in a d1mi~tion of problems in the PG area. 
" 
Moreover, parents usually regard an older ch1ld as more responsible and such 
an attitude tends to improve the interpersonal relationship between parents 
and child. This would seem to denote a lessening of problems in the HF area. 
Since there is contrary evidence that the non-institutionalized children of 
the eighth grade were unwilling to list their problems, it is admissible to 
accept the above explanations 1n understanding the marked decrease in their 
problems. 
In order to determine whether or not there is a significant difference 
between the problems of the institutionalized children and the problems of 
the non-institutionalized ohildren, it is necessary to apply the chi-square 
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statistic which was previously discussed in Chapter III. It must be reiter-
ated that some correlation exists between the items on the Mooney Problem 
Check.!!!!. Therefore, the chi-square statistics that follow must be inter-
preted in a modified way. In spite of this limitation the chi-square test 
will give the most meaningful results in this investigation. The results 
from comparing the two samples with regard to total problems and problems in 
particular areas, are presented in Table VI. 
TABLE VI 
CHI-SQUARE ANAtrSIS TO DETER-1INE SIGNIFICANT mFFERENCES 
FOR TOTAL NUMBER OF PROBLEMS AND SPECIFIC A.REA.S 
Comparison of Problems 
Total 
Be 
S 
PO 
SO 
Chi-Square Statistics 
Institutionalized Non-Institutionalized 
27.71 
4~.22 
)2.45 
2$.10 
22.10 
8.88 
1.78 
).89 
It is evident that the institutionalized children have significantly 
more problems in g:eneral and also in the areas of SC, 5, MWF, PO and HPD. 
They are all significant at the .01 level of confidence. The 
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non-institutionalized children have more problems in the HF area significant 
at the .0, level of confidence. There is no signifioant difference between 
the two samples in the SO area. The null hypothesis that there is no signif-
ioant difference between the total problems of institutionalized children and 
the total problems of non-institutionalized children may be rejected. How-
ever, the null hypothesiS cannot be oanpletely rejected for specific areas 
of problems. 
To understand why problems in certain areas of the Moon!':l Problem ~ 
~ occur more frequently" among the institutionalized children, it is neces-
sary to analyze the individual items composing the various areas. The chi-
square statistics will not only be used to ascertain what items are 
significantly different for the two samples but also to specify any signifi-
cant differences among the sexes. The following tables will indicate whether 
a significantly different problem may be predawinantly predioated of a 
particular sex. 
Item 
No. 
68 
210 
66 
137 
207 
TABLE VII" 
cm: -SQUARE ANA135I5 '1'0 DETE~HNE SIGNIFICANT DIFFJ;1?ENCES 
FOR PROBUl4 S IN THE SC ARFA AND TO SHOW 
DIFFERENCES FOR BOYS A ND GIRlS 
Chi-Square Statistics 
Item Insti tut. Boys Girls 
Sometimes, not honest enough 12.'h 2.Lh 
Hard to talk a.bout troubles 6.1, ,.40 
Oetting into trouble ,.81 .62 
Daydreaming ,.81 .07 
Cantt forget some mistakes ,.36 2.42 
I've made 
Freq. 
34 
30 
24 
24 
27 
28 
The first problem in Table VII is significant at the .01 level of con-
fidence; the other problems are significant at the .05 level of confidence. 
Among the institutionalized children, girls have significantly more diffi-
culty in talking about their troubles. The large number of problems that the 
eighth grade girls listed may contribute to a re1uotancy in expressing them. 
Theoretically, it is more difficult for girls to reveal their problems even 
though they may manifest a desire to discuss them. 
Item 
No. 
6 
113 
8 
185 
149 
183 
79 
114 
Item 
No. 
77 
TABLE VIII 
CHI-SQUARE ANAIl'SIS TO DETEWlNE SIC-NInCANT DIFFERENCES 
FOR PROBI.»iS IN THE S ARFA A ~T!) TO SHOW 
DIFFERENCES FOR BOYS AND GIRLS 
Chi-Square statistics 
Item Institut. Boys Girls 
Low grades in school 10.00 .27 
Often restless in olass 6.15 1.69 
Grade behind in school 5.38 
Taking disagreeable subjects 5.0S' 2.02 
Foor memory 4.78 .)0 
Too little disoussion in class 4.78 1.28 
Worried about grades 4.53 .07 
Not getting along with teachers ).97 3.40 
Chi-Square Statistics 
Item. Non-Instit. Boys Girls 
Too much homework 10.48 
Freq. 
27 
)0 
17 
18 
19 
19 
26 
24 
Freq. 
22 
29 
The only problem prevalent to a Significant degree among the non-insti-
tutionalized children is an excessive amount of homework. The other signifi-
cant items of Table VIII are problems of the institutionalized children. 
Getting low grades, being restless in class and being a grade behind would 
seem to be a function of anxiety created when the children are shifted tram 
their homes to an institution. Dissatisfaction with both teachers and sub-
ject matter could be a reaction to the children's separation from their 
parents. 
Item 
No. 
151 
121 
123 
124 
TABLE II 
cm -SQUARE ANAtrSIS TO DETE~INE 51 GNIFlCAt'T DIFFERF..NCFB 
FOR PROBWlS IN THE M'WF AREA AND TO SHOW 
DIFFERENCES FOR BOIS AND GIRLS 
Chi-S~are Statistics 
Itern Institut. Boys Girls 
Knowing my vocational abil1- 12.26 1.33 
ties 
Choosing best subjects to take 6.55 .94 
next tem 
Advice on vha t to do after 5.94 
high school 
Knowing more about college 5.77 
Freq. 
17 
12 
19 
16 
The significant problems in Table IX reflect the absence of parents who 
are able to rewind children of their talents and suggest the career best 
suited for them. It is almost impossible for the authority figures of an 
institution to take a personal interest in the future of each individual. 
)0 
Institutionalized children seem to be handicapped with a paucity of ideas 
~~th regard to the future. 
TABLE X 
CHI -SQUARE ANALYST S TO DETFltIT NJ£ 51 GNIF! CANT DIFFERENCES 
FOR PROB:I...'f!Y.S IN THE PO AREA A!v-n TO SHOW 
DIFFERENCES FOR BOYS AND GIRIS 
Chi-Square Statistics Item 
No. Item lnsti tut. Boys Girls Freq. 
134 Missing someone very much 
27 Bashful 
16.51 
7.81 
2.54 
.07 
37 
32 
Parents are able to make their children feel important. They are able 
to center their attention on the children in the family and communicate a 
personal love to them. Although the authorities of institutions do their 
utmost to satisfy the children.s needs, it,is impossible to find in an 
~ 
institution that personal attention and lov~ the children demand. The 
urgency of these needs is reflected in the first item of Table X. Moreover, 
institutionalized children frequently do not have the opportunity to become 
socially acclimated in their future world. The awareness of a social 
inadequacy may bring about the s~ess they have underlined. 
Item 
No. 
38 
145 
4 
31 
TABLE XI 
CHI -SQUARE ANAtfSIS TO DETEFMI NE SIONIFICANT DIFFERENCES 
FOR PROBL1!MS III THE HPD AREA AND TO SHOW 
DIFFERENCES FOR BarS A.ND GIRLS 
Chi-Square Statistics 
Item Institut. Boys Girls 
Poor posture 6.30 .08 
Getting tired easily 5.94 .31 
Not healtny enough 4.88 .10 
Freq. 
18 
19 
12 
The physical problems designated in Table XI are not ver.y frequent. 
But the first problem could be diminished by the presence of parents who 
could be watchful of the posture of their children. 
In the BO area, there was only one problem significantly different, 
namely, item 951 wantin~ ~ ~!2!.! about~. The problem is proper to 
., 
the institutionalized children, the girls in, particular. The chi-square is 
4.88 for the sample of institutionalized children; 5.12 in favor of the 
girls; and the frequency is 12. Perhaps, institutionalized girls feel more 
ignorant about boys because they do not have access to such knowledge through 
their parents. 
Item 
No. 
12 
49 
13 
Item 
No. 
187 
152 
84 
119 
UB 
117 
82 
B5 
32 
TABLE III 
CHI -SQUARE ANALYSIS TO DE'l'lm11 NE S1 GNIFICA~'" DIFFERENCES 
FOR PROBL'FMS IN THE HF AREA MID TO SHOW 
DIFFERENCES FOR BOYS AND GIRLS 
Chi-Square Statistics 
Item Institut. Boys Girls 
Not living with m,- parents 66.36 .08 
Parents separated or divorced 37.33 .07 
Worried a.bout someone in family 6.68 9.70 
Chi-Square Statistics 
Item Non-Instit. Boys Girls 
Talking back to parents 11,,14 
Not getting along with siblings 10.70 4.35 
Parents expecting too muoh 10.14 1.33 
Old-fashioned parents 9.37 
., 
Parents not trusting me B.7) .84 
Parents not liking my friends 7.62 
Parents favoring a sibling 6.40 
Wanting things ~ parents 5.29 4.56 
won't give me 
Freq. 
4h 
30 
33 
Freq. 
24 
2$ 
17 
21 
14 
13 
10 
14 
Table III indioates that being separated from their parents is a serious 
problem for practically all the institutionalized children. I t is also 
evident that many of the institutionalized girls are anxious about the plight 
of their families. Although the number of significant items for the 
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institutionalized children is few, the problems they have underlined in the 
Hi' area are crucial. 
The majority of items in the HF area presuppose a current family life. 
This is the explanation for the large number of significant problems predi-
cated of the non-institutionalized group. The main issue is a strained 
relationship between parents and children and between siblings. 
The comparison between the problems of institutionalized children and 
the problems of non-institutionalized children has been completed. It was 
noted in Chapter III that twenty-two of the sample of institutionalized 
children were non-Catholic. The question arises whether their problems are 
a true reflection of the problems of institutionalized children in general. 
Area 
S 
SC 
FO 
:MWF 
BO 
HPD 
HF 
TABLE XIII 
C()1PARISON OF THE DISTRIBUTION OF PROBL..q,1S BETWEEN CATHOLICS 
AND NON-CATHOnCS FOR THE IISTITUTIONAL OROUP 
Catholic Non-catholic Ra'(l..k Rank Difference c n 
588 215 1 1 0 
574 180 2 2 0 
491 154 3 3 0 
451 146 4 L 0 
354 140 '5 S 0 
315 83 6 6 
259 82 7 7 
LOYOLA 
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It can be assumed fran Table nn that the problems of the non-Catholics 
are adequately represented by the problems for the entire sample of insti tu-
tionalized children. There is more evidence for this assumption in the fact 
that the average number of problems for the twenty-two non-Catholics was forty-
six. This is only four problems less than the average for the total group of 
institutionalized children. Another striking similarity occurs between the 
Catholics and non-catholios when consideration is given to the number of years 
the ohildren have been separated from their parents. The average number of 
years spent by non-Catholics in an institution is 3.80 years, a little less 
than the average for the whole sample of institutionalized children. I t may 
be concluded, therefore, that the non-Catholics and Catholics are parallel 
groups insofar as they both sufficiently reflect the problems of children who 
live in an institution. 
This study would seem incomplete if only the problElns found to be 
significantly different for the two samples, were presented. I t is equally 
important to specify certain problems that aPe car.mon to the insti tutional-
ized and the non-institutionalized children. In a way, all the problems on 
the Mooney Problem Check ~ are common because of the basic assumption 
underq1ng the fonnation of the Cheok~. However, the results of the 
present investigation indioated a number of problems that were marked with 
a ~eat frequency. The oommon problems are listed in the following table and 
the chi-square statistical technique is again used to determine if they oocur 
more often among boys or girls. 
Item 
No. Area 
42 S 
168 PO 
52 MWJ' 
1,0 S 
184 S 
61 Be 
141 s 
1 S 
111 S 
41 S 
206 se 
9 S 
191 DO 
61 PO 
96 PG 
122 MWF 
194 KWF 
2 HPD 
31 SC 
53 MWF 
18 MWF 
3, 
'UlLEXIV 
n~UEICt or PROBLFMS CCMMOII TO BOTH SAMPLES AIm 
CHI-SQUARE ANUl'SIS TO SHOW DIJ'FEREI1CES 
FOR BOrS AIm GIRLS 
I nati tuti onal lon-I nsti tut. 
Item F Boys Girls F Boys O1rls 
Trouble with an tbmetie 32 .60 36 
Losing my temper 34 1.73 26 
Earning own money 31 .21 28 1.10 
Speaking up in ews 29 2.40 29 1.08 
Disinterested in subj. 29 23 4.,1 
Stopping a bad habit 29 .21 23 1.15 
Oral reports 29 1.08 22 .08 
Afraid of tests 21 7.32 28 1.10 
Don't like school 28 .07 21 4.69 
Afraid of failing 22 .65 26 .68 
., 
r,ing 24 .62 24 
Dislike stud,:tng 25 21 2.64 
Looking neat and nice 28 1.70 18 .08 
Being teased 28 .07 18 .71 
More pleasing personal. 25 6.86 21 7.32 
What to take in high sc. 28 3.44 18 .08 
Will I get married 25 1.11 20 .68 
Insufficient sleep 20 ).67 2, 2.47 
Being nervous 26 .68 28 .07 
Buying own things 23 1.1, 21 .30 
10 regular allowance 22 21 1.19 
Total 
., 
68 
60 
,9 
,8 
52 
,2 
51 
49 
49 
48 
48 
46 
46 
46 
46 
46 
45 
4, 
44 
44 
43 
In the light of the above ana17sis J the most CcmJllOn problems of children 
pertain to school. Reciting in class appears to be threatening for the stu-
dents. Difficulty with certain subjects, especially arithmetic, makes the 
classroom an undesirable place. A better relationship between teacher and 
student might alleviate the intensity of certain school problems. 
Table XIV indicates that the children are interested in the normal 
development of their respective personalities. They realize the necessit" 
of self-control in their development but sometimes find this difficult. The 
children are cognizant of the fact that a neat appearance will enhance their 
personality. The girls, in particular, place a. high value on developing a 
pleasing personality. It is evident that being teased or ridiculed is very 
threatening to the personality of the average seventh and eighth grader. 
A study of the common problems of children manifests the children's 
striving for independence. They want to earn their own money, bUY' their own 
things and have their own allowance. The children are concerned with their 
" 
adjustment to high school and wonder wha.t marriage holds in store for them. 
Problems related to their independence and future maturity are important for 
them. 
A common complaint of children is insufficient sleep. Television 11'147 
be a cause for the non-institutionalized children; anxiety manifested in 
restlessness for the institutionalized children. 
All problems -- whether they are school problems, personality problems, 
phy-sical problems or problems concerned with the future -- give rise to 
anxiety in an individual. The children themselves a.re actually aware of 
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feeling nervous. It is hoped that this presentation of the common problems 
of seventh and eighth graders will evoke a oonstructive approach to their 
solution. 
CHAPTER V 
SMlA.RI A.ND CONCLUSIONS 
The purpose of this thesis was to compare the problems of children 
institutionalized because of broken homes with the problems of non-institu-
tionalized children. The investigation was based on the assumption that 
separation from parents after po.itive reJa tionships had been effected, tends 
to introduce unique problEmS into the life of the child. The insti tution-
allzed children used in this study had bean separated from their parents for 
approximately five years; therefore, relationships with parents had been 
formed. 
Sixty children of the seventh and eighth grade were chosen from a large 
Catholic orphanage and three smaller non-Catholic institutions. The sample 
of sixty non-institutionalized ohildren was drawn from the seventh "nd 
eighth graders of an average parochial school. The ~ Graul! Intelligence 
Test, 'arm Beta, was administered to both groups. The two samples were then 
.......- --- ------- --
matched for grade, age, sex and intelligence. 
The Mooney Problan ~ List, junior high school form, was administered 
to both samples. The chi-square test was used to determine whether there 
were any significant differences in total problems, in any of the seven areas 
of the Check List and in any of the 210 items. The same form of the Check 
~ was administered a second time to sixteen children from the Catholic 
orphanage. The coeffioient of reliability was found to be .9.3. 
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From the data of the ~oney Problem Check ~, the following conclu-
sions are drawn: 
1. The institutionalized children have more problems in general, signif-
icant at the .01 level of confidence. 
2. The ineti tutionallzed children have significantl1' more problems in 
the SC, S, MWF, PO, and BPD areas. but the non-institutionalized children 
have more problems in the IF area significant at the .05 level of confidence. 
3. Within the se area, the institutionalized children bave the follow-
ing significant problems: hone,t71 difficulty in talking about troubles, 
getting into trouble} daydreaming; and inability to forget mistakes. 
4. Within the S area, the ir:etitutionalized childr81 have the following 
significant probl_sl low grades; restless in class; a grade behind; dis-
agreeable subjects; poor memor,n too little discussion in class; worried 
about grades; and not getting along with teachers. The non-institutionalized 
group oomplained of too much home-work. 
'0 
5. Within the MWF area, the institutiOnalized children have the follow-
ing significant problems: knowing vocational abilities; choosing subjects 
in high sohool; what to do after high sohool; and knowing more about college. 
6. Wi thin the PO area, the signif'ioant problems for the insti tutlon-
alized ohildren were: missing someone very much; and bashfulness. 
7. Wi thin the HPD area, the following problems are significant for the 
institutionalized sample: poor posture} getting tired easil1'J and not 
healthy' enough. 
8. Within the DO area, the only significant problem is that the insti-
tutionalized girls would like to know more about boys. 
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9. Within the HF area, the institutionalized children have the follow-
ing significant problems: separation from parents; parents separated or 
divorced, and worry about someone in the family. The non-institutionalized 
children listed the following problems as significantl talking back to 
parents I not getting along with siblings; parents expecting too much, old-
fashioned, not trustful, disliking their children I s friends, favoring a 
sibling and not giving children what they want. 
The results of the study indicate that the institutionalized children 
have additional problems that are primarily a function of being separated 
from their parents after positive relationships with the parents had been 
efrected. Only in an area in which a nonnal home atJllOsphere was presupposed, 
did the non-institutionalized children bave any significantly different 
problems. 
Certain problems were found frequently among both groups of ohildren. 
Difficulty with arithmetio and fear of reC;iting in class, are examples of 
• 
cammon sohool problems. Developing an ade~ate personalit.y appeared as an 
important item. The main physical oomplaint is insufficient sleep. Child-
rents striving for independence is reflected in the desire to earn their own 
money, have a fixed allowanoe, and buy their own things. 
Further studies might investigate: 
1. Jbw would group counseling affect the number and intensity of 
significantly different problems that were marked by the institutionalized 
children. 
2. How do the problems of children who entered the institution at a 
41 
very early age, compare with the problems of older ohildren. 
3. What affect does going to a public school have on the social adjust-
ment of the institutionalized children. 
4. Would family counseling improve the relationship between parents and 
children with regard to the non-institutionalized group. ' 
5. Although the present inYestigation indicates that the thirty-eight 
Catholics from the large institution and the twenty-two non-Catholics from 
smaller institutions have similar problems, a more protracted comparison of 
these two groups would be an interesting study. 
6. What correls. tioD exists between the amount of reSistance encountered 
in counseling sessions and the response to the summary question on the 
Moonez Problem. Check ~ whethel"or not the children would like to talk to 
someone about their problems. In the current study, s1xty ... three per cent of 
the institutionalized children disclosed a desire to talk to someone about 
their prOblems; forty-fiye per cent of th~ non-institutionalized group mani-
fested a similar inclination. 
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IOI-IISTITU'lI OlflU ZED 
BFAL'l'JI AND PHrSlGAL 1 8 Total 7 8 Total ToW Total 
DEVEIDlMmT AREA. BOIs B!ls B~ Girls Girls Girls 7th Bth Total 
1. Often bave headaches S 1 6 6 1 1 11 2 13 
2. Dortt get anough sleep 1 2 9 10 6 16 11 B 25 
3. Bave trouble with my teeth 1 3 10 5 2 1 12 5 17 
h. lot as heal thy as I should be 1 0 1 1 1 2 2 1 3 
5. Not getting outdoors enough 5 3 8 4 3 1 9 6 15 
36. Too short for my age L 3 1 3 h 1 7 7 14 
31. Too tall for my age 1 2 3 h 0 4. 5 2 1 
38. Having poor posture 2 0 2 1 3 4. 3 3 6 
39. Poor complexion or s1d.n trouble 2 4 6 8 3 11 10 1 17 
40. lot good-looking . 4 0 h 7 5 12 11 , 16 
71. Wot eating the right food h 0 4. 4 1 S 8 1 9 
72. Often not hungry for'my meals 5 1 6 0 0 0 S 1 6 
73. Overweight 3 4 7 9 3 12 12 1 19 
14. Underweight 2 2 h 0 2 2 2 4 6 
15. Missing too much school because 1 0 1 1 1 2 2 1 3 
of illness 
106. Often have a sore throat L 1 S 4 1 5 B 2 10 
101. Ca tah a good many colds 5 2 1 7 1 8 12 3 15 
lOB. Often get sick 2 0 2 1 1 2 3 1 4 
109. Often have pains in my stomach 4 0 4 4 0 4 8 0 B 
110. Afraid I may need an operation 1 0 1 2 0 2 3 0 3 
lhl. Can't hear well 0 0 0 1 1 2 1 1 2 
142. Can't talk pIain:q 2 0 2 2 2 4 4 2 6 
lh3. Trouble wi th my eyes 2 3 5 3 1 4 5 4. 9 
lh4. Smoking 3 6 9 0 2 2 3 B 11 
lhS. Getting tired easily 1 0 1 6 0 6 7 0 1 
116. Nose or sinus trouble 1 0 1 2 0 2 3 0 3 
117. Trouble with my feet 3 1 4 1 0 1 4 1 5 
178. Jot being as strong as some 1 3 10 1 1 2 8 4 12 
other kids 
179. Too clumsy and awkward 0 0 0 2 1 3 2 1 3 
180. Bothered by a physical handicap 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 
(Cont'd. ) 
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I JiSTI 'lOTI OIlY ZED 
HEALTH AND PHYSICAL 7 8 Total 7 8 To\&l Total Total 
DEVELOFMENT AREA ( Cont· d. ) B?ls Boys Bora Girls Olrla Girls 1th 8th Total 
1. Often bave headaches 3 3 6 3 .3 6 6 6 12 
2. Don't get enough sleep 7 7 14 2 h 6 9 11 20 
.3 • Have trouble with lfIT teeth 1 4 5 0 4 4 1 8 9 
4. Not as healttv as I should be 
.3 2 5 6 1 1 9 3 12 
5. lot getting outdoors enough 1 0 11 2 3 5 .3 3 6 
36. Too short for lf17 age 4 2 6 5 4 9 9 6 1.5 
.31. Too tall tor Ifl7 age 0 1 1 h 0 h 4 1 .5 
.38. Having poor posture 4 6 10 1 7 8 S 1.3 18 
.39. Poor complexion or skin trouble 2 h 6 6 7 13 8 11 19 
40. lot good-looking 2 2 4 .3 6 9 .5 B 13 
71. Not eating the right food 3 2 S 2 .3 5 S .5 10 
72. Often not hungrr tor "lrfT meals 2 1 3 .3 .3 6 .5 4 9 
13. 09'erwe1ght .3 .3 6 S 7 12 8 10 18 
14. Underweight 6 6 1 6 1 1 1 7 14 
1'5. Missing too much school because ill 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 
106. otten have a sore throat 2 2 4 2 c:: 1 4 7 11 ./ 
101. Catch a good maqr colds 4 2 6 6 3 9 10 S 15 
lOB. Often get sick '0 2 2 3 0 3 3 2 .5 
109. Often have pains in rq stomach 2 4 6 6 1 1 8 5 13 
110. Afraid I -7 need an operation 2 1 3 1 2 .3 .3 .3 6 
141. Can't hear well 2 0 2 1 2 .3 3 2 S 
lh2. Can't talk plainl7 0 2 2 2 2 4 2 4 6 
143. Trouble wi th MT eyes 1 h 5 .5 4 9 6 8 14 
144. Smoking 2 1 .3 0 1 1 2 2 4 
145. Oetting tired easily 7 4 11 .3 S 8 10 9 19 
116. Nose or sinus trouble 1 2 .3 2 .3 S .3 .5 8 
111. Trouble with my feet .3 2 S .3 2 S 6 4 10 
118. 1'lot being as strong as some 1 6 1.3 .3 4 1 10 10 20 
other kids 
179. Too clumsy and. awkward 2 0 2 0 0 0 2 0 2 
180. Bothered by a physical handicap 1 0 1 1 1 2 2 1 .3 
48 
HOI-lIST! TUTl OJIALIZED 
7 8 Total 7 8 'total Total Total 
SCHOOL AREA 13o7s B~ !!Is Girls Girls Olrls 7th 8th Total 
6. Getting low grades in school 3 4 7 8 3 11 11 7 18 
7. Afraid of tests 6 , 11 7 10 17 13 15 28 
8. Being a grade behind in school 3 1 4 1 1 2 4 2 6 
9. Don't like to stud)r 9 , 14 6 1 7 15 6 21 
10. lot interested in books 3 3 6 2 0 2 , 3 8 
41. Afraid of failing in sehoo1 work B 3 11 8 7 15 16 10 26 
42. Trouble with arltbaetic 12 6 18 11 7 18 23 13 36 
43. Trouble with spelling or grammar 5' 3 8 4 0 4 9 3 12 
44. Slow in reading 1 4 5 0 2 2 1 6 7 
45. Trouble wi th writing 6 3 9 1 7 8 7 10 17 
76. Jfot spending enough time in study 6 4 10 5' 1 6 11 5 16 
77. '1'00 much school work to do at home 8 3 11 7 4 11 15 7 22 
78. Can't keep fffT mind on my studies 7 2 9 5 1 6 12 3 15 
79. 'Worried about grades 4. 0 4 4 6 10 8 6 14 
80. lot smart enough 0 4 4 5 9 14 5 13 18 
Ill. Don't like school 9 6 15 4 2 6 13 8 21 
112. School is too strict 7 4 11 2 1 3 9 5 14 
113. So often feel restless in classes 6 3 9 4. 2 6 10 , 15 
114. lot getting along with a teacher 4. 3 7 3 2 5' 7 5 12 
11,. Teachers not practicing what 9 4 13 2 2 4~ 11 6 17 
they preach 
146. Textbooks hard to understand 5 1 6 5 1 6 10 . 2 12 
147. Trouble with oral reporls 5 5 10 5 7 12 10 12 22 
148. Trouble with written reports :3 2 5 4. 1 5 7 3 10 
119. Poor memory 1 1 2 6 0 6 7 1 8 
150. Afraid to speak up in class 7 , 12 9 8 17 16 13 29 
181. Dull classes 6 1 7 4 2 6 10 :3 13 
182. Too little freedom in classes 6 2 8 4 0 4 10 2 12 
183. flot enough discussion in classes 4. 0 4 3 1 4 7 1 8 
184. lot interested in certain subjects 11 , 16 6 1 7 17 6 23 
185. Made to take subjects I don't 11ke .. 5 0 5 2 0 2 7 0 7 
(Cont'd.) 
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IIS'l'!'fU'rIO'IAU ZED 
7 8 'lotil 7 8 Total Total Tota! 
SCHOOL AREA (Conttd.) BOTs BOTs Boys G1rls Girls Girls 7th 8th Total 
6. Getting low grades in school 7 8 15 6 6 12 13 14 27 
7. Afraid of tests 3 2 5 5 11 16 8 13 21 
8. Being a grade behind in school 3 6 9 6 2 6 9 8 17 
9. Don' t like to studT 7 6 13 5 7 12 12 13 25 
10. lot interested in. books 3 1 4 3 7 10 6 8 14 
41. Afraid of .tailing in school work 5 4 9 5 8 13 10 12 22 
42. Trouble with arit.hmetic 7 7 14 9 9 18 16 16 32 
43. T rouble with spelling or gramTI'.ar 1 4 5 3 6 9 4 10 14 
44. Slow in reading 2 4 6 4 4 8 6 8 14 
45. Trouble with 1Irit.1ng 8 5 13 6 2 8 14 7 21 
76. lOt. spending enoughtJ.me in studT 4 10 14 3 8 11 7 18 25 
77. Too much school work to do at hane 1 2 3 0 3 3 1 5 6 
78. Can't. keep rq mind on l1!t3' st.udies 5 7 12 7 7 14 12 14 26 
79. Worried about grades 5 7 12 5 9 14 10 16 26 
80. lot. smart enough 2 3 5 7 6 13 9 9 18 
111. Don.t like school 5 8 13 5 10 15 10 18 28 
112. School is t.oo strict 3 1 4 2 7 9 5 8 13 
113. So often feel restless in classes "13 5 18 4 8 12 17 13 30 
114. lot getting along with a teacher 4 4 8 7 9 16 11 13 24 
115. Teachers not practicing what 3 3 6 2 7 9 5 10 15 
they prea.ch 
146. Textbooks bard to understand 3 2 5 4 4 8 7 6 13 
147. Trouble with oral reports 8 9 17 7 5 12 15 14 29 
148. Trouble with written reports 4 5 9 2 4 6 6 9 15 
149. Poor memory 4 4 8 6 5 11 10 9 19 
150. Afraid to speak up in class 7 4 11 9 9 18 16 13 29 
181. Dull classes 6 3 9 5 5 10 11 8 19 
182. Too little freedom in classes 5 3 8 5 5 10 10 8 18 
183. lot enough discussion in classes 3 4 7 5 7 12 8 11 19 
184. lot interested in certain subjects .. 8 6 14 8 7 15 16 13 29 
185. Made to take subjects I don't like 3 3 6 7 5 12 10 8 18 
50 
IOI-IISTITUTIORUI ZED 
IKMEAND 7 8 Total 7 8 Totil Tom Total 
:rAMI D' AREA B~s ~s Boys Girls Girls Girls 7th 8th Total 
11. Being an onq child 0 0 0 1 1 2 1 1 2 
12. lot living with m;y parents 0 0 0 0 0 0 o· 0 0 
13. Worried about SGIIleone in the family 7 2 9 7 2 9 14 4 18 
14. Parents worJdng too bard 7 1 8 5 4 9 12 r' 17 :J 
15. Never having any !un 1d. th Mother 2 2 4 2 2 4 4 4 8 
or dad 
46. Sickness at home 
.3 1 4 2 1 J 5 2 7 
47. Death in the family 1 1 2 1 0 1 2 1 '" J 
48. Mother or father not living 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 
49. Parents separated or divorced 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
50. Parents not understanding me 5 1 6 4 0 4 9 1 10 
81. Being treated like a armall cMld 1 2 .3 2 1 3 J .3 6 
at home 
82. Parents faVOring a brother or sister 3 2 5 4 6 10 7 8 15 
83. Parents making too maIIJ" decisions 9 1 10 2 0 2 11 1 12 
for me 
84. Parents expecting too much of me 5 1 6 5 6 11 10 2 17 
85. Wanting things my pars. won t t gi va me," 9 2 11 J 0 J 12 2 14 
116. Being crt tic! zed by my parents 2 2 4 3 0 J 5 2 7 
117. Parents not liking Il7 friends 4 .3 7 LL 2 6 8 .5 13 
118. Parents not trusting me 7 2 9 .3 2 , 10 4 14 
119. Parents old-fashioned in their ideas 7 4 II 5 5 10 12 9 21 
120. UD&ble to disc.cerl.probs. at home 
.3 0 .3 h 4 8 7 4 11 
151. :rami1;y quarrels 5 1 6 6 0 6 11 1 12 
152. Not getting along with a bro.or sisto 6 2 8 7 10 17 13 12 25 
153. Bot telling parents everything 6 1 7 6 2 8 12 .3 15 
154. Wanting more freedom at home 7 .3 10 .3 1 4 10 4 11 
15S. Wanting to 11 ve in a d1f. neighborhood 2 1 .3 0 0 0 2 1 .3 
186. Clash of opins.bet.me " my parents .3 1 4 .3 0 3 6 1 7 
187. Talking back to IffT parents 8 4 12 7 5 12 15 9 24 
188. Mother 7 0 7 .5 1 6 12 1 13 
189. 'ather 5 0 5 2 2 4 7 2 9 
190. Wanting to run away from home .5 0 5 4 0 4 9 0 9 
(Cont'd. ) 
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I ISTITU'lI OaLIZE!) 
IO!EAHD 1 B Total 7 B Total 'fatal Total 
lI'AMID." AREA (Cant 'd. ) Io7s Boys Boys Girls carls Oirls 7th 8th Total 
ll. Being an oJ1lT child 1 1 2 0 1 1 1 2 3 
12. Jfot living with rq parents 11 12 23 II 10 21 22 22 44 
13. Worried about saaeone in the family , , 10 12 11 23 17 16 33 
14. Parents working too bard 0 3 3 1 6 7 1 9 10 
1,. lever having al\Y' fun with mother 1 2 3 1 0 1 2 2 4 
or dad 
46. Sickness at home 0 0 0 0 2 2 0 2 2 
47. Death in the famiq 0 0 0 3 0 3 3 0 3 
48. Mother or father llOt living 2 1 3 2 0 2 4 1 5 
49. Parents separated or diYOrCed 4 10 14 4 12 16 8 22 30 50. Parents not understanding me 1 0 1 1 5 6 2 5 7 
81. Being treated like a small child 3 1 4 .3 4 7 6 5 11 
at heme 
82. Parents .favoring a brother or si star 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 
83. Parents making too mal\Y' decisions 1 1 2 3 1 4 4 2 6 
for me 
84.. Parents expecting too much of me 2 1 3 0 0 0 2 1 .3 
85.. wanting things my parents won't g1 ve ,me 2 0 2 1 1 2 3 1 4 
116. Being criticized b7 my parents 0 0 0 1 1 2 1 1 2 
117. Parents not liking my f"riends 0 0 0 1 1 2 1 1 2 
118. Parents not tl"U.sting me 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 2 
119. Parents old-.fash1oned in their ideas 1 0 1 3 2 5 4 2 6 
120. Unable to di8C1tss certain problems 2 0 2 .3 4 7 5 4 9 
at hane 
151. Family quarrels 1 2 .3 2 .3 5 .3 5 8 
152. lot getting along with a bro. or sister 1 2 .3 3 2 5 4 4 8 
153. Bot telling parents everything 4 4 8 6 5 11 10 9 19 
154. Wanting more treedcm: at home 1 2 3 3 5 8 4 7 11 
155. Wanting to 11ve in a diff • neighborhood 4 2 6 2 2 4 6 4 10 
186. Clash of opins.bet. me & my parents 0 0 0 1 1 2 1 1 2 
187. Talking back to my parents 1 1 2 2 .3 5 .3 4 7 
188. Mother 2 2 4 2 3 5 4 5 9 
189. Father 2 3 5 0 2 2 2 5 7 
190.. wanting to run a-way from home 2 0 2 0 3 3 2 .3 5 
52 
IOI-I NSTITtm OIALIZED 
KOIE!', WORI AID 7 8 To&l 1 8 Total Total Total 
J'UTURE AREA. J30;rs Boys Bors Girls Girls Girls 7th 8th 'lotal 
16. Spending money foolishl¥ 6 5 11 It It 8 10 9 19 
17. RaTing to ask parents tor money 10 3 13 6 3 9 16 6 22 
18. BaYing no regular allowance 10 3 13 5 3 8 15 6 21 
19. Fami~ worried about money It 2 6 6 3 9 10 5 15 
20. HaTing no car in the family 1 2 3 1 0 1 2 2 It 
51. Too few nice olothes 3 1 4 3 It 7 6 5 II 
52. Wanting to earn some of my own money 10 7 17 5 6 11 IS 13 28 
53. Wanting to buy more of my own things 10 2 12 6 3 9 16 5 21 
54. lot knowing how to blJ1 things wisely 4 1 5 3 0 3 7 1 8 
,5. Too little spending money 8 3 11 It 1 5 12 4 16 
86. Restless to get out of school and 6 0 6 1 0 1 7 0 7 
into a job 
87. lot knowing how to look for a job 3 2 5 0 0 0 3 2 5 
88. Weeding to find a part-time job now 4 7 11 0 1 1 4 8 12 
89. Baving less mon.,.. than 'If1T friends have 9 2 11 5 1 6 14 3 17 
90. BaYing to work too bard for the 4 2 6 0 0 0 4 2 6 
money I get 
121. Choosing best subjects to take next " 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 2 
term " 
122. Deciding what to take in high sohool It 6 10 3 5 8 7 11 18 
123. wanting advice on what to do after h.s. 4 1 , 1 1 2 5 2 7 
124. Wanting to know more about college 4 0 4 1 0 1 , 0 , 
125. Wanting to know more about trades 4 0 4 1 1 2 , 1 6 
156. Needing a job during vacations , 8 13 0 1 1 , 9 14 
157. heeling to know .,.. vocatioDBl abi.l1 ties 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 2 
158. Ifeeding to decide on an occupation 2 0 2 2 2 4 4 2 6 
159. 1Ieed1ng to know more about OCCupatioDS 3 1 4 0 0 0 .3 1 4 
160. Wondering if' I tve chosen right vocation 4 3 7 2 1 3 6 4 10 
191. Afraid of the future 0 0 0 4 2 6 4 2 6 
192. lot knowing what I really want 5 2 7 3 0 3 8 2 10 
193. Concerned about military service 4 4 8 0 0 0 4 4 8 
194. Wondering if I'll ever get married 8 0 8 6 6 12 14 6 20 
195. Wondering what becomes of people 3 0 3 5 1 6 8 1 9 
when theZ die 
(Contld. ) 53 
I Ji8TITUTIOIlIl ZED 
MOlE!. WORK AID 1 B Tom 1 8 Total: TOtal fotal 
FUTURE AREA. ~Cont 'd.l Boys Boys ~. Girls Girls O1rls 7th 8th Total 
16. Spending money foollihl¥ 4 2 6 1 :3 4 5 5 10 
17. Ba'rlng to ask parents for money 4 2 6 4 6 10 8 8 16 
18. Having no regu].arallowa.nce 5 4 9 6 5 11 11 9 20 
19. Vamill' worried about. lIlOney 2 5 7 1 4 11 9 9 18 
20. Having no car in the t8Dd.17 1 :3 4 1 :3 4 2 6 8 
51. Too few nice cloth •• 4 4 8 5 :3 8 9 7 16 
52'. Wanting to earn some of my own money 5 12 17 6 8 14 11 20 31 
53. wanting to buy more ot 117 own things , 4 9 7 7 14 12 11 23 
54. lot 1mow1ng how to buy' things wisely 4 3 7 0 2 2 4 5 9 
55. 'foo 11 ttle spending money 5 , 10 5 6 11 10 11 21 
86. Restless to get. out of school and 2 :3 5 2 4 6 4 1 11 
into a job 
87. JOt knowing how to look for a job :3 1 4 0 6 6 :3 7 10 
88. Weeding to find a part-time job now :3 2 , 1 2 3 4 4 8 
89. Baving less money than my fri ends bave 3 5 8 5 S 10 8 10 18 
90. Having to work too hard for the 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 
money I get 
121. Choosing best subjects to take next . 2 6 8 1 :; 4 :; 9 12 
term c 
122. Deciding what to take in high school 1 9 10 9 9 18 10 18 28 
123. Want.ing advice on vbat to do after h.s. S h 9 h 6 10 9 10 19 
124. Wanting to know more about college 3 5 8 S 3 8 8 8 16 
125. Wanting to know more about trades 5 4 9 0 4 4 S 8 13 
156. "ding a job during vacationa 3 2 S 2 2 4 5 h 9 
157. leeding to know my vocational abilities :; 3 6 4 7 11 7 10 11 
158. leading to decide on an occupation 7 3 10 1 4 S 8 .1 1, 
159. Weeding to know more about occupations 2 1 3 2 4 6 4 5 9 
160. Wondering if I've chosen the right 4 2 6 4 6 10 8 8 16 
vocation 
191. Afraid of the futllre 3 2 S 4 6 10 7 8 15 
192. lot knowing mat I really want ~ , 4 9 2 3 5 7 7 14 
193. Concerned about military service 6 6 12 0 3 3 6 9 15 
194. Wondering if I'll ever get married 6 4 10 9 6 15 1, 10 25 
195. Wondering what becomes of people 
when they die 
2 4 6 2 4 6 4 8 12 
101-IlSTlTUTI OlIlIl ZED 
Bar AIm GIRL 1 a Total 7 a fotal Total Total 
REIA '.rI OllS AREA. B~. Boys B!!l8 Girls Girls Girla 7th 8th Total 
21. I'ot allowed to ue the tam1ly car 2 :3 , 0 0 0 2 3 5 
22. Bot allowed to ra.a around vi th 4 3 7 2 0 2 6 3 9 
the kids I like 
23. Too little chanee to go to parties 6 4 10 1 1 2 7 5 12 
24. lot enough time tor plq and fun 6 1 7 2 5 1 8 6 14 
25. Too 11ttle chance to do what I want 6 1 7 3 3 6 9 4 13 
to do 
56. Girls don't seem to like me 6 1 7 2 2 4 8 3 11 
,7. Boy's don't ft. to ll.ke me 2 0 2 7 , 12 9 5 14 
58. Go1ng out wi th the oppos1 te su 2 5 7 1 0 1 3 5 8 
59. Dating 2 5 7 1 1 2 3 6 9 
60. lot knowing how to make a date 5 2 7 2 1 3 7 3 10 
91. WoWng interesting to do 11'1 my 3 1 4 4 3 7 7 L 11 
spare time 
92. So often not allowed to go out at night 9 6 1, 0 3 3 9 9 18 
93. IJot a.llowed to bave dates 4 6 10 2 1 3 6 7 13 
94. want1ng to know more about girls 7 6 13 2 1 3 9 7 16 
95. wanting to know More about boys 0 0 0 1 2 3 1 2 3 
126. 10 place to entertain friends 3 1 4 6 2 8 9 3 12 
127. III at ease at soc1al affairs 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 2 
128. Trouble in keeping a cOnYersation going 4 3 7 4 5 9 8 8 16 
129. lot sure of rq social etiquette 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 
130. lot sure aboot proper sex behavior 1 2 3 8 0 8 9 2 11 
161. lot knowing what to do on a date 2 2 4 2 1 3 L 3 7 
162. Girl friend 5 4 9 2 0 2 7 L 11 
163. Boy friend 1 0 1 5 4 9 6 L 10 
164. Deciding whether I fm in love 4 2 6 3 3 6 7 , 12 
16,. Decidi ng whether to go steady 3 0 3 1 1 2 L 1 5 
196. Learning how to danee 7 2 9 6 6 12 13 8 21 
197. reep1ng Dl)"selt neat and looking nice 7 2 9 6 3 9 13 5 18 
198. Thinking too much about oppoai te SM 7 1 8 , 5 10 12 6 18 
199. Wanting more int.about sex matters 5 2 7 2 3 5 7 5 12 
200. Embarrassed by talk about sex 5 0 5 6 2 8 11 2 13 
(Cont'd.) 
" 
IIS'fI'l'tlTI OIfAU ZED 
BOf AND GIRL ., B Total 1 B toW 'otal Total 
REtA.'lIOBS AREA,· (Cont·d.) !!l! Boys Bo,ys Girls Girls Girls 7th 8th Total 
21. lot allowed to use the family' car 0 0 0 1 2 3 1 2 3 
22. I'ot allowed to run around with the 1 1 2 1 1 2 2 2 4 
kids I 11ke 
23. Too 11 ttle chance to go to parties 1 2 3 7 4 11 8 6 14 
24. lot enough time for· play and fun 1 3 L 4 4 8 5 7 12 
25. Too lit.tle chance to do what I want $ 6 11 4 4 8 9 10 19 
to do 
56.. Girls don' t s:eemto Uke me .3 0 3 1 4 5 4 4 8 
$1. Boys don't seem to 11ke me 2 0 2 4 7 11 6 7 13 
58. Going out with the opposite sex 2 0 2 2 1 3 4 1 5 
59. Dating 2 1 3 2 3 5 4 4 8 
60. lot knowing how to make a date 4 3 1 2 5 1 6 8 14 
91 .. lothing interesting to do in my 6 2 8 2 2 4 8 4 12 
spare time 
92. So often not allowed to go out at night 3 6 9 2 5 7 5 11 16 
93. lot allowed to haYe dates .3 3 6 2 3 5 5 6 11 
94. Wanting to know more about girls 4 .3 7 3 3 6 1 6 13 
95. Wanting to lmow more abOttt boys 1 1 2 4 6 10 5 7 12 
126.. llo place to entertain friends 
.3 1 4 2 4 6 5 5 10 
121. III at ease at social affairs 1 3 4 0 2 2 1 5 6 
128. Trouble in keeping a conversation going 5 5 10 1 6 1 6 11 17 
- 129.. Bot sure of my social etiquette 1 1 2 1 2 .3 2 3 5 
130. lot sure about proper sex behavior 2 2 4 3 10 13 5 12 17 
161. IIot knowing what to do on a date 4 .3 7 3 2 5 7 5 12 
162. Girl friend 6 1 7 2 3 5 8 4 12 
163. Boy friend 1 1 2 5 4 9 6 5 11 
164. Deciding- whether I'm in love 3 .3 6 0 4 4 .3 7 10 
165. Deciding whether to go steady 2 2 4 2 .3 5 4 5 9 
196. teaming how to danct't 4 .3 7 6 4 10 10 7 17 
197. Keeping myself' neat and looking nice 5 6 11 9 8 17 14 1h 28 
198, Thinking too much about opposite sex 
.3 3 6 1 5 6 t 8 12 199. Wanting more in! .. about sex matters 3 1 t 1 ~ 6 6 10 200. Embarrassed by talk about sex 3 1 3 9 6 7 13 
56 
BOB-I ISTITUTl OIlII ZED 
REIATIOIlS TO PEOPLE , 8 Total , 8 '0\&1 !otal toGl 
IX GENERAL AREl !:?l8 ~ 101- <ll.r1s Girls Girls 7th 8th Total 
26. Slow in making triends ) 2 $ 6 1 1 9 3 12 
21. BashfUl 5 1 6 3 7 10 8 8 16 
28. Being lett out of things ) 1 4 5 , 10 8 6 14 
29. Bever chosen &s a leader 5 2 7 5 ) 8 10 5 15 
30. Wishing people liked me better 4 1 5 8 5 13 12 6 18 
61. Being teased 6 1 1 4 7 11 10 8 18 
62. Being talked about 2 1 3 6 .3 9 8 4 12 
63. Feelings too e.silT hurt 1 1 8 6 , 11 13 6 19 
6h. Too easily led by other people 4 1 5 1 1 2 5 2 7 
65. Picking the wrong kind of friends 4 1 5 2 0 2 6 1 7 
96. Wanting a more pleasing personality 3 2 5 7 9 16 10 II 21 
97. Being made tun of 5 0 5 ) 1 4 8 1 9 
98. Being picked on 7 0 7 4 0 4 II 0 11 
99. Being treated like an outsider 2 1 ) 4 1 $ 6 2 B 
100. People finding tau.1t with me 3 0 ) 3 1 4 6 1 7 
131. Awkward in meeting people 5 0 5 2 .3 5 7 3 10 
132. Wanting to be more like other people 4 ) 7 ) J 6 7 6 13 
13). Feeling nobod;y understands me 3 1 4 6 2 8 9 3 12 
134. Missing SOMeone Te"f7 much 4 3 7 3 4 7 7 7 14 
135. 'eeling nobod;r likes me 5 1 6 7 2 9 12 3 15 
166. Getting into arguments 6 1 7 6 3 9 12 4 16 
167. Getting into fights 4 3 7 5 2 7 9 5 14 
168. lA>sing rq temper 10 3 13 6 7 13 16 10 26 
169. Being stubborn 5 2 7 6 4 10 11 6 17 
170. Hurting people t s feelings 2 1 3 5 4 9 7 5 12 
201. Being jealous 3 1 4 2 4 6 5 5 10 
202. Disliking saneone 5 2 1 5 4 9 10 6 16 
203. Being disliked by someone 6 1 7 7 2 9 13 3 16 
204. Keeping away from kids I don't like 5 2 7 4 1 5 9 3 12 
205. 10 one to tell 11'1Y' troubles to 2 1 3 5 0 5 7 1 8 
(Cont'd. ) 
51 
IIStI'!VnOBlll ZED 
RELlfiOJfS TO PEOPLE 1 8 total 1 8 'oG! ToGl total 
II GElERAL ARFA (Com'd.) ~. !!ls Bo7s O1.rls Girls O1rla 7th 8th Total 
26. Slow in making friends 1 2 3 .3 4 7 4 6 10 
21. Bashful , 10 15 6 11 17 11 21 32 
28. Being left out of t.hiags 2 .3 5 2 3 5 4 6 10 
29. ....81" chosen as a· lader 6 1 7 0 .3 ) 6 h 10 
)0. Wishing people 11ked me better h 3 7 6 6 12 10 9 19 
61. Being teased 8 5 13 8 7 15 16 12 28 
62. Being talked abeut 6 2 8 3 h 7 9 6 1, 
6). F .. lings t.oo easiq hurt 4 ) 7 ) 11 lh 7 1h 21 
64. Too easiq led by' other people 2 2 4 0 3 .3 2 5 7 
65. Picldng the wrong kind of friends h 2 6 1 2 ) 5 4 9 
96. wanting a more pl.sing personal1 ty 2 , 7 8 10 18 10 15 25 
91. Being _de flm of 9 2 11 1 6 7 10 B 18 
96. Being picked on 6 6 12 2 , 1 B 11 19 
99. Being treated like an outsider 3 0 ) 1 1 2 h 1 , 
100. People finding fault with me 4 1 5 0 h 4 4 , 9 
131. Awkward in meeting people 3 L 7 3 4 7 6 B lh 
132. Wanting to be more like other people 6 2 B 2 3 , 8 5 13 
133. P.eling nobody understands me 2 2 4 3 3 6 5 S 10 
1JlJ. 1UBsing 80meae ftry much 8 7 15 13 9 22 21 16 )7 
1)S. Feeling noboq likes me 2 2 4 2 3 5 4 5 9 
166. Oetting into arguments , ) 8 5 5 10 10 8 18 
167. Oetting into fights , ) 8 0 h h 5 7 12 
168. Lol!dng 'lIfT temper 7 1 14 7 1) 20 14 20 34 
169. Being stubborn S ) 8 2 7 9 7 10 17 
170. Hurting peop1e's feelings 1 2 3 2 6 8 3 8 11 
201. Being jealous 4 .3 1 2 S 1 6 8 14 
202. Dislildng SClmeone h 6 10 7 9 16 11 15 26 
20). Baing disliked by someone .3 1 4 5 7 12 8 8 16 
204. Keeping aW&7 from kids I don't like .3 ) 6 2 , 7 5 8 1.3 
205. 10 one to tell my troubles to 4 1 5 4 6 10 8 7 15 
,8 
10J-IISTITUTIOIlIIZED 
SElJ'-CENrERED 7 e Total 7 e 'toti! fotal Total 
COICERIS AREA !oza I¥s BOls Q1rls Girls Girls 7th 8th Total 
i 
31.Be!ng nervous 8 S 13 8 7 1S 16 12 28 
32. Taking things too seriously 3 0 3 5 3 8 8 3 II 
33. Oetting too excited 1 0 7 4 4 8 II 4 15 
3h. Being afraid or -.k1ng mistakes 5 0 5 9 9 18 14 9 23 
3,. Failing in so m&1\Y things I t17 to do 3 2 5 6 2 8 9 h 13 
66. Oetting into trou.ble 6 3 9 1 1 2 1 4 11 
67. Trying to stop a bad habit 9 , 14 5 h 9 14 9 23 
68. Sometimes not being as honest as I , 3 8 h 2 6 9 5 14 
should be 
69. Giving in to temptations S 1 6 5 1 6 10 2 12 
70. Lacking self-control 1 1 8 7 3 10 14 4 18 
101. Bot ha:rlng as much tan as other kids have , 2 7 6 2 8 II 4 15 
102. Worrying 7 2 9 7 5 12 14 7 21 
103. Having bad dreams 4 0 4 4 1 , 8 1 9 
lOh~ Lacking selt-confidence 3 0 3 , 2 7 B 2 10 
lOS. Sometimes wishing I td never been born 4 1 5 9 2 11 13 3 16 
136. Being careless 1 1 2 2 0 2 3 1 4 
137. Da7dreaing ; 1 6 3 2 5 8 3 II 
138. Forgetting things 1 5 12 2 1 3 9 6 15 
139. leing laZ7 3 4 1 8 2 10 11 6 17 
140. )lot tak1ng some things seriously enough 2 2 4 2 2 4 4 4 8 
171. 'eeling ashamed of sCIIlething I 've done 2 3 5 , 4 9 7 7 14 
112. Being punished for sOiIIletbing I didn't , 1 6 6 3 9 11 4 1, 
do 
113. Swearing, dirty stories 7 2 9 1 0 1 8 2 10 
174. Thinking about heaven and hell 7 2 9 :; 1 6 12 3 15 
11,. Afraid God is going i.o punish me 4 1 , , 0 , 9 1 10 
206. Seaetimes :qi.ng without meaning to 10 3 13 7 7 14 11 10 27 
207. Can't forget some mistakes Itve _de L 2 6 6 2 8 10 4 14 
208. Can't make up Jq mind about things 6 3 9 L 1 5 10 4 14 
209. Afraid to try new things by myself .,. 5 1 6 3 L 1 8 5 13 
210. Finding it bard to talk about my 4 4 8 6 1 7 10 5 IS 
troubles 
(Conttd. ) 
,9 
IISTI'lt1TI OIA.LIZED 
SElF-CENTERED 7 8 total 1 6 fotal fotal 'otar-~ 
COICEIDlS !REI {Cont • d" ) !!Is Boys ~s Girls Girls Girls 7th 8th Total 
31. Being nervous 6 , II 8 7 1, 14 12 26 
32. 'faking things too seriously 4 2 6 1 7 8 , 9 14 
33. Getting too excited 4 2 6 2 4 6 6 6 12 
.34. Being afraid of making mistakes 2 7 9 5 6 11 1 13 20 
35. Failing in so many things I try to do 7 4 11 6 6 12 13 10 23 
66. Getting into tl"ouble 4 6 10 5 9 14 9 15 24 
67. Trying to stop a bad habit 7 9 16 7 6 13 14 15 29 
68. Sanetimes not being as honest as I 1 6 13 9 12 21 16 18 34 
should be 
69. Giving in to temptations 1 4 11 5 4 9 12 8 20 
70. tacking self-control J 4 1 5 6 11 8 10 18 
101. lot baTing as much fl1n as other ldds S 2 1 0 ; ; 5 1 12 
have 
102. Worrying 5 8 13 6 10 16 11 18 29 
103. Baving bad dreams 3 1 4 1 4 5 4 , 9 
104. Lacking self' -confidence 4 3 7 1 2 3 5 5 10 
10;. Sometimes v1shing I td never been born 4 2 6 2 7 9 6 9 1; 
136. Being careless 3 3 6 0 2 2 3 S 8 
131. Daydreaming 6 7 13 4 7 11 10 14 24 
138. Forgetting things 4 6 10 3 6 9 1 12 19 
139. Being lazy 4 6 10 3 4 7 1 10 11 
140. lot taking some th1ngs seriously enough 4 6 10 2 4 6 6 10 16 
111. Feeling ashamed of something I tve done 4 2 6 6 10 16 10 12 22 
112. Being punished for something I didn't 4 6 10 ; 8 13 9 14 23 
do 
113. Swearing, dirty stories 6 4 10 3 4 1 9 8 11 
114. Thinking about heaven and hell 9 3 12 4 8 12 13 11 24 
11;. Afraid God is going to punish me 3 3 6 3 4 1 6 7 13 
206. Sometimes lying wi thout m.eaning to 4 6 10 5 9 14 9 1; 24 
207. Can't forget some mistakes I 've made 6 4 10 9 8 17 15 12 27 
208. Can't make up my mind about things .. 4 7 11 :; 4 9 9 11 20 
209. Afraid to try new things by myself 6 1 7 :; 4 9 11 ; 16 
210. Finding it hard to talk about my 6 4 10 11 9 20 15 15 30 
troubles 
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